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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

2. Claims 1-5, 8, 13, 16, 18-21, 24, 25-26, 28 and 30 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated by Fecher et al [US. 6,580,984], 

Regarding claim 1 , Fecher et al disclose a method for estimating workload 
placed on the driver of a vehicle (fig. 2; col. 2, lines 59-67; claim 29; col. 1, lines 50-51), 
comprising: 

. receiving workload estimation data (col. 1, lines 57-63); 

detecting driving conditions responsive to said workload estimation data; 

calibrating an impact value (weighting) of at least one of said driving conditions ; 

combining (summing) each said impact value to determine a current driving 
workload estimate; and 

outputting said current driving workload estimate (supplying information). 

Regarding claims 2-4, Fecher et al disclose the workload estimation data 
includes internally generated vehicle data, environment data and current task data (fig. 
2; col. 1 line 57 through col. 2, line 37). 

Regarding claim 5, Fecher et al disclose calibrating includes applying a 
weighting algorithm to at least one of the driving conditions (fig. 2; col. 2, lines 59-67). 
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Regarding claim 8, Fecher et al disclose combining includes summing (additive 
operation is inherent) (col. 2, lines 59-67). 

Regarding claim 13, Fecher et al disclose the supplying information to the driver, 
therefore outputting information to a specific location is inherent, since the specific 
location is the location of a device that presents the information to the driver (abstract; 
col. 3, lines 60 through col. 4, line 4). 

Regarding claim 16, Fecher et al disclose the outputting is performed on a 
periodic basis (col. 1, lines 52-53). 

Regarding claim 18, Fecher et al disclose the workload estimation data includes 
at least one of vehicle speed, turn signal status, etc. (col. 1, line 64 through col. 2, line 
64 though col. 2, line 8; col. 3, lines 1-40). 

Regarding claim 19, Fecher et al disclose the workload estimation data includes 
at least one of wiper status, global positioning data, etc. (col. 2, lines 13-37). 

Regarding claim 20, Fecher et al disclose the workload estimation data includes 
al least one of radio information and phone status (col. 2, lines 10-11). 

Regarding claim 21 , Fecher et al disclose the workload estimation data includes 
adaptive cruise control data (col. 3, line 26). 

Regarding claim 24, Fecher et al disclose the workload estimation data includes 
driver identification data (col. 2, line 54-55). 

Regarding claim 25, Fecher et al disclose a system for sensing workload placed 
on a vehicle driver, comprising a network (radio-GPS, infrared system; col. 2, lines 13- 
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53); a microprocessor in communication with the network and including instruction 
(software) to implement the method of claim 1 (col. 2, lines 59-67). 

Regarding claim 26, Fecher et al disclose a vehicle sensor in communication 
with the network to create the workload estimation data (col. 2, lines 13-58). 

Regarding claim 28, Fecher et al disclose the network is a wireless network 
(radio-GPS, infrared system; col. 2, lines 13-38). 

Regarding claim 30, Fecher et al discloses using software to implement the 
method for estimating workload placed on the driver of a vehicle, therefore the computer 
program product is inherent (col. 2, lines 59-67). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 6, 11-12, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Fecher et al. 

Regarding claims 6 and 17, Fecher et al do not specify the periodic of outputting 
is less than one second; however, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention was made, the periodic of outputting is a 
designer choice based on the capacity of the system and the safety of the driver; a short 
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periodic outputting increases the safety of the driver being aware of a dangerous driving 
condition in a very short period of time. 

Regarding claims 1 1 and 12, Fecher et al do not specify the current driving 
workload estimate is expressed in number ranging from one to five, or from one to 
hone-hundred, however, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention was made, weighting or scaling the severity of a workload 
is preferred to be in whole digit for the convenient of the user easily perceptive of the 
degree of severity; a highly divided ranging (1-100) giving more precision to 
categorizing the type or the severity of driving information; a less divided ranging (1-5) 
giving less complicated alarm information and less cost; therefore the choice of ranging 
scale a designer choice and user preference based on the cost and the type of 
information and system used. 

5. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fecher et 
al in view of Douros et al [US. 2002/0120374] 

Regarding claim 7, Fecher et al does not specify the combining includes a 
multiplicative operation; Douros et al teach a method and a system for estimating 
workload placed on a vehicle driver includes computing a weighted sum that weighting 
coefficient may change exponentially (multiplication is inherent) given the number of 
concurrent tasks ([0041]). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention was made the implement of a certain 
mathematical operation (multiplicative) to the system is based on designer choice in 
assigning a degree of severity to a driving condition. 
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6. Claims 14 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Fecher et al in view of Kim [US. 2002/0169529] 

Regarding claims 14 and 15, Fecher et al do not disclose the device that present 
the driving information to the driver comprises a vehicle information management 
system; Kim teaches a vehicle information management system to collect driving 
information sensed, storing (log file) the information, generating alarm to the driver 
according to the sensed information and sending information to any concerned party at 
request (abstract). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention was made to implement a vehicle information 
management system of Kim in Fecher et al system to control the process of outputting 
information for avoiding system output overload and for the convenient of the user 
accessing information at remote location. 

7. Claims 22-23, 27 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Fecher et al in view of Gehlot [US. 6,060,989] 

Regarding claims 22 and 23, Fecher et al omits specifying the workload 
estimation data includes collision warning data and lane departure warning data, Gehlot 
teaches a method for sensing workload placed on a vehicle driver comprising warning 
data related to front, side and rear object detection and lane departure (Col. 4, Table 1, 
sensors 26-34). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention was made to implement the teaching of Gehlot in 
Fecher et al system providing additional data to the estimation process to increase to 
accuracy of the estimation. 
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Regarding claim 27, Fecher et al disclose information can be downloaded from 
databases (col. 2, lines 14-58) and Gehlot teaches a wireless communication system 
for transmitting and receiving data (radio telephone; fig.2, col. 5, lines 1-43). Although 
internet is not disclose, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention was made telephone connection can download data from 
database through Internet access. 

Regarding claim 29, Gehlot teaches when the driving workload reach to the point 
of safety concern, the system is set to automatically calling the police, family or friend 
(fig. 2). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention was made the system can be implement by designer choice 
and operator preference to send the driving workload to any location of choice over the 
communication network. 

Conclusion 

8. Claims 9 and 10 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Kaneko et al disclose a danger avoidance system for vehicle. [US. 5,521 ,580] 
Boer discloses a method and apparatus for determining workload for vehicle. 
[US. 6,061,610] 
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Chou et al disclose a system and method for vehicle diagnostics and health 
monitoring. [US. 6,330,499] 

Cragun discloses a method an apparatus for displaying information in a vehicle. 
[US. 6,356,812] 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Anne V. Lai whose telephone number is 571-272-2974. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 am to 5:30 pm, Monday to Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hofsass Jeffery can be reached on 571-272-2981 . The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



A. V. Lai 
March 3, 2005 



